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The Status of Public Involvement in Arterial Road Construction in Urban Areas 
and an Exploration of Paths to the Establishment of “Meaningful Reply”: 
A Case Study of the “Tokyo Leg” of the Tokyo Outer Ring (Gaikan) Road
Abstract
This study assessed and reviewed the actual status of utilization of public involvement (PI), a 
participatory framework based on the five-level model for public participation proposed by 
Sachihiko Harashina et. al. This study determined that sufficient public participation is not 
achieved in the actual utilization of the PI framework, as demonstrated by the termination, at 
the discretion of public administrators (with decision-making authority), of question-and-
answer sessions with residents. This study was able to identify the existence of a certain public-
administrator logic operating in the background ̶  in other words, influences from the approach 
that public administrators apply to their duties as well as the vested interests rooted in that 
approach. The five-level participation model delineates, for the baseline or standard for effort 
in participation, “meaningful reply” that, as an outcome of participation, has the public’s views 
and input reflected in the decision-making process. 
The case chosen for this study was the PI framework adopted in advance of  the 
finalization of plans and implementation of projects for construction of the “Tokyo Leg” (a 
section extending from the junction with the Kanetsu Expressway to the junction with the 
Tomei Expressway) of the Tokyo Outer Ring (Gaikan) Road. 
The conclusion derived from the findings of this study was that to establish a framework 
for “meaningful reply,” it will be necessary to shed light on those elements that provide 
justification for the discretion and judgment of public administrators and the background 























































民の関与の度合を、（1） 情報提供／（2） 意見聴取／（3） 形だけの応答／（4） 意味ある応
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